
November 1,2005 5:54 PM 

Senator Charles Schumer 
US. Senate 
313 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federol-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Schumer: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly f lat fee. Many of your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, wil l be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
o f  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing SO. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rurol consumers, t o  give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
rodical and unnecessary. I n  oddition, it would hove a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about, the USF.i$sue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links t o  FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies t o  recover, o r  "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I om charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans to chonge t o  a f lat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I 
request you passplong my~concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f lat fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your, constituency. 

Thank you f o r  your c o n i y e d  work and I look forward t o  heoring about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Edward Solvi 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



1164 sparrowwood blvd , batavia, OH 45103 

November 1,2005 1:19 PM 

Senator Mike DeWine 
US. Senate 
140 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator DeWine: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF &om high volume to low-volume usen is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

kenneth schmitt 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



I RECEIVED & INSPECTED I 

I FCC-MAILROOM I 
Donald Ralston 

PO BOX 452 190 Henri De Tonti Blvd., Tontitown, AR 72770-0452 

November 1,2005 1 5 2  PM 

Senator Mark Pryor 
U.S. Senate 
257 Dirksen Senate Office Buildmg 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Pryor: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If 
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of 
long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly 
increases on their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical 
and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is 
that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my 
service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has 
plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my commdty.  I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC an my behalf, !eding &em know how a flat fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Donald Ralston 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



10 Surrey Run , Hendersonville, NC 28791 

November 1,2005 1:48 PM 

Representative Charles Taylor 
U.S. House of Representatives 
231 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Taylor: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If 
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of 
long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly 
increases on their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical 
and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is 
that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my 
service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has 
plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
yod pass along my concerns to the FCP on my behalf, !etting them know how a flat fee tzx could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Geoffrey Martin 

Many of your constituents, including me, 

, , ,  

, .  

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 

I I I i l l  ' I 1  I , 



408 East Berkshire Rd., Berkshire, NY 13736 

November 1,2005 5:21 PM 

Senator Hillary Clinton 
U.S. Senate 
476 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Clinton: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly f la t  fee. Many of  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 

month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing SO. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increoses on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses a11 across 
America. 
The Keep U5F Fair Coalitian, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links t o  FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies t o  recover, o r  "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those 'in your constituency. 

Thank you for your: continued wwk and I look forward toihearing about your position on this matter. 
, . ,  . :  

Sincerely, 

Ron Mauroschadt 

cc: 
The Federol Communications Commission 



I FCC-MAILROOM 1 Dolores Butler 
623 E.Berrien , Paw Paw, MI 49079 

November 1,2005 1:18 PM 

Representative Fred Upton 
US. House of Representatives 
2183 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Upton: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF 60m high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC offcials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Dolores Butler 

CC: 

The Federal Communications Commission 



RECEIVED & INSPECTED 

JAN 2 '7 2006 

10192 arrow road ,Tremout, IL61568 

November 1,2005 1 : 19 PM 

Senator Barack Ohama 
US. Senate 
713 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

US. Senate 
713 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Obama: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to heaing about your Dosition on this matte- 

Sincerely, 

Dale kaufmann 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



Mary 5.  Cascy 

November 1,2005 5 2 1  PM 

JAN 2 7 2006 

FCC - M A I I  R m  

Senator George Voinovich 
US. Senate 
524 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board an Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senotor Voinovich: 

I hove serious concerns regarding the Federal Communicotions Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly flat fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negotively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  o flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minuta of  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing SO. 

A f lat fee tax could couse many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due to  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across 
America, 
The Keep VSF Fair Coalition. o f  which I om a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links t o  FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As o consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans to change t o  a f lat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on'my behalf, letting them know how a f la t  fee tox could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, ., . 
, ... . , ,  . 

Mary 5. Casey 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



Cvnthh Kerr 

JAN 2 7 2006 

2443 Church Rd. , Clayville, NY 13322-0094 

November 1,2005 5:55 PM 

Senator Hillary Clinton 
US. Senate 
476 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Clinton: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to  a monthly f lat  fee. Many of your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system to a f lat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousond minutes a month 
o f  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero m inu te  of long distance o 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for  doing so. 

A f lat  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unoffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a mem4er, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  n f lat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f l a t  fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Cynthia Kerr 

cc: 
The Federal Communlcatlons Commisston 



1 JAN 2 7 2006 1 
17837 Oyster Bay Court , Dumfries, VA 22026 

November 2, 2005 9:38 Ah4 

Representative Jo Ann Davis 
US. House of Representatives 
1123 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 2051 5-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Davis: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to  change 
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to  a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, 
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, wi l l  be negatively impacted by the unfair change 
proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF i s  currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to  give up their phones due to  
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume 
to low-volume users i s  radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect 
on small businesses a l l  across America. 
The Keep'USF Fair Coalitim,'of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the  USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to  FCC information. 
While I am aware that federal law. does not require companies to  recover, or "pass along" these fees to  
theircustomers, the realiCy i s  that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If 
the FCC goes to  a numbers taxed, my service wil l  cost more. And according to  the Coalition's recent 
meetings wi th top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to  change to a flat fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I wil l continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to  my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a 
flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those i n  your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to  hearing about your pssit im on this matter. 

Sincerely, . .  . 

. .  

, .  . 

Emmett Robinson 

cc: 
( , I  

The Federal Communications Commission 



I 
Jason Winebarger I 
3008 Ellwood Avenue Apartment C, Richmond, VA 23221 HiC;  - MAILROOM 

~ 

JAN 2 7 2006 I 

Dear Representative Scott: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. 
my friends, family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If 
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of 
long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical 
and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed ahout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is 
that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my 
service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has 
plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
yoii pass dong my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Many of your constituents, including me, 

Sincerely, , ,  

Jason Winebarger 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



I 

I FCC - MAILROOM 
Nancy Doyle 

591 Lake Ave , Crystal Lake, IL 60014 

November 1,2005 1:15PM 

Senator Dick Durbin 
US. Senate 
332 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

RECEIVED & INSPECTED 

Dear Senator Durbin: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me. 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Nancy Doyle 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



FCC - MAILROOM 
Arthur Firth 

227 Sage Way, Salisbury, NC 28147-6553 

November 1,2005 5:08 PM 

Representative Howard Coble 
US. House o f  Representatives 
2468 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Coble: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly f lat fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund os someone who uses zero minutes of  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized f o r  doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to  give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of  the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses a11 across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of.which I a m  a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website. including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies t o  recover, o r  "pass along" these fees to their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to o numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word to my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f la t  fee tax could 
disproportionately offect those in your constituency, 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to.hearing about your position on this matter, 

Sincerely, 

,. ', ",<:, Arthur Firth 
' !  ., 

cc: 
The Federal Communlcatlons Commission 
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Lisle Hageman 

P.O. Box 765 , Pioneer, OH 43554-0765 

November 1.2005 520 PM 

Representative Paul Gillmor 
US. House o f  Representatives 
1203 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federol-Stote Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Gillmor: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly f lot fee. Many of your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue bosis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of  long distance, pays the same omount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized f o r  doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens.and low-income residentiol and rurol consumers, t o  give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of  the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across 
America. 
The.Keep USF Fair Coolition, of.which I am o member, keeps'me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  dote information on their website, including links t o  FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require cornponies to recover, or '"pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that they do.' As.0 consumer I would like ensure I am chorged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  o numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans to change to a f lat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will  continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word to my community. I 
request you pass olong my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could 
disproportionately o f f i c t  those in your constituency. 

Thank you for  your continued work and I look forward to heoring about your position on thls matter. 

Sincerely, 

Lisle Hageman 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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Rosemarie Gore 
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Senator Bill Nelson 
U S .  Senate 
716 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Nelson: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me. 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF kom high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Rosemarie Gore 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 

. ,  



JAN 9 '? ZOO6 

November 1, 2005 132 PM 

Representative GiMy Brown-Waite 
U.S. House of Representatives 
414 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Brown-Waite: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USm collection method to a monthly flat fee. 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If 
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of 
long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical 
and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is 
that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my 
service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has 
plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to tbe FCC on my hehdf, Ir:ting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Frank Gularte Jr. 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission ' ' 

Many of your constituents, including me, 

I : ,  
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James Barton 

2630 Abby Ln. , Wis. Rapids, WI 54494 

November 1,2005 1:51 PM 

Senator Herb Kohl 
U.S. Senate 
330 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Kohl: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If 
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of 
long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical 
and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is 
that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my 
service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has 
plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my coilcernS to the FCC ox my behalf, 1e:ting them know how 2 flat fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing ahout your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

James Barton 
, ,  

, .  

cc: , .  , .  

The Federal Communications Commission ' , ,  

7 ,  , ' ,  . 7 ,  , ,  . .  

. .  , , ,  .,, , I .  
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Eric J Nicholson 

1737 US Rte 9W, Lot 4 , Selkirk, 

November 1,2005 1:58 PM 

Representative Michael McNulty 
U S .  House of Representatives 
2210 Rayburn House Office Bldg. 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative McNulty: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If 
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of 
long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential . q d  rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the &ding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical 
and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is 
that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my 
service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has 
plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behali, letting them know liow B flat fee tax conld 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Eric J Nicholson 

Many of your constituents, including me, 

While I am aware 

' I  

, ,  

, . ,  , ,  . .  , ,  . 
cc: . .  
The Federal Communications Conkission 
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November 1,2005 2:04 PM 

Senator Maria Cantwell 
U.S. Senate 
717 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Cantwell: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If 
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of 
long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their l i i t e d  resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills.. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical 
and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is 
that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my 
service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has 
plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass dong my concerns to the FCC on my behdf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing ahout your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Carmen White 

Many of your constituents, including me, 

, . , ,  

. ,  . 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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karen bailey 

5500 erik st , amarillo, TX 79106 

November 1,2005 2:03 PM 

Senator Kay Hutchison 
U.S. Senate 
284 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Hutchison: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If 
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of 
long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills, Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical 
and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is 
that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my 
service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has 
plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a fat fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

karen bailey . .  

While I am aware 

, .  , .  , ,  

' ' t  ' i  

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 

'I' 1 I ,  
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6eorge Klotz 

3675 Woodland Dr., Baldwinsville, NY 13027-9425 

November 1,2005 5:51 PM 

Representotive James Wolsh 
U.S. House o f  Representatives 
2369 Rayburn House Office Bldg. 
Woshington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Boord on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Wolsh: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  chnnge the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  o monthly flot fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on o revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  o f lot fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for  doing so. 

A flot fee tax could cnuse mony low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rurol consumers, to give up their phones due to unoffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses a11 across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coolition, of which I om o member, keeps me informed nbout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to dote informotion on their website, including links t o  FCC informotion. While I am aware 
thot federal low does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the 
reality is thot they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCCgoes t o  a numbers 
toxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has pions t o  change to a flot fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will  continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue to spreod the word to my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency, 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this motter 

Sincerely, 

George Klotz 

i , .  
cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 

'< ,., 

'.> 
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Murray Rosenberg 

4714 Galicia Way , Oceanside, CA 92056-5119 

November 1,2005 2:Ol PM 

Senator Dianne Feinstein 
U.S. Senate 
331 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Feinstein: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If 
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of 
long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their l i t e d  resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, l i e  students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills, Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical 
and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is 
that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my 
service will cost more, And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has 
plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax couLd 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

, , , j , , ' , '  , .  .., 
Murray Rosenberg. , ,  . ,. 

. .  , .  
cc: ! ,. 

The Federal Communications Commission , ' j . .  ? 

. . . .  . .  , 
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Beverly Youngs 

24252 County Rt. 189 ,Lorraine, NY 13659 

November 1,2005 5:53 PM 

Senator Hillary Clinton 
U.5. Senate 
476 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Deor Senator Clinton: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis, People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes thot system t o  a f la t  fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a 
mo,nth. Constituents who use their . .  limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing SO. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of  the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detriment01 e f fec t  on smoll businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me.informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  bate information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass olong" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes to a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according 'to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans to change t o  a f lat  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, kt t ing them know how a f lat fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your cogtinued work and.1 look f0rwor.d to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 
. I  

, . ,_ ,  '\.., ! , ' t ' :  . ' ,  

' , /  .. ., . . .  . Beverly Youngsp > ', 

. ,  . ,  % c .. , , ., . ~. 

cc: 

The Federal Cotqmunications . ,.< Commigjorr I ,  

. .  I ~ '  . .  

., 
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Dave Bartel 
7886 Lamor Road, Mercer, PA 16137 

November 1,2005 1:16 PM 

Representative Phil English 
U.S. House of Representatives 
1410 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative English: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my fiends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a bigbly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed ahout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Dave Bartel 
. .  

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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James Seiver Pnn 

2119 Brooklane S.W. ,Rochester, MN 55902 I YY 

November 1,2005 1:Ol  PM 

Senator Mark Dayton 
US .  Senate 
123 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Dayton: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a montbly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that meam that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF fiom high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

James Seiver 
_ I .  

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 

~. 


